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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address -■ 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH{S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent temn adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )KI Responsive to communication(s) filed on 13 September 2007 . 
2a)^ This action is FINAL. 2b)n This action is non-final. 

3) 0 Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim{s) 1-40 and 66-76 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) IEI Claim(s) 1-3.6-8, 10-18,23-40 and 66-72 is/are rejected. 

7) S Claim(s) 4.5.9 and 19-22 is/are obiected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) n The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) 0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)n accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121 (d). 

1 1) 0 The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)n All b)n Some * c)\3 None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Receipt is acknowledged of the Amendment received on 9-13-07. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

2. Claims 1 and 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Okaya et al. 
(US 5,625,534). 

Re claim 1, Okaya et al. teaches a portable card (PCMCIA card 24 that has a reader) 
where there is an accessible embedded storage member disposed inside having at least one layer 
of storage material for storing information and being movable to embed or extract from the 
hollow area (FIG. 2, which shows a magnetic strip card inserted into the PCMCIA card to be 
read). The Examiner notes that the strip card can be inserted into the PCMCIA card and that it 
can be extracted to facilitate processing of the card information, such as from a different device. 

Re claim 2, the storage member is in the form of an elongated strip member (magnetic 
strip card). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 



3. 



The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 



basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 



(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty, in the English language. 

4. Claims 1 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Harrari et al. 
(US 2007/0016704). 

Re claim 1 and 3, Harrari et al. teaches a removable mother card where a daughter card 
can be inserted and removed therefrom, the removable daughter card including a hard disc 
including its disk (paragraph [0063] and FIG. 1). The removable daughter card can be embedded 
in the mother card or also removed where it can be processed in another system. 



5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



6. Claims 6-8, 10-18, 23-24, 26-29, rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



over Okaya et al., as discussed above. 
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Re claim 6, Okaya et al. teaches the limitations above re claim 1. The Examiner notes 
that though silent, the card can be read by a separate processing station, as is conventional in the 
art for cards and their reading. Re claim 7, the magnetic strip card is a magnetic medium. Re 
claim 8, Okaya et al. teaches that the card can be optical, in the discussion of FIG. 1 . Re claim 
10, though silent to high coercivity, the Examiner notes tit is well known and conventional in the 
art to have high density and high coercivity magnetic materials in order to have increased data 
capacity and reduced effects from stray magnetic materials, and therefore is an obvious 
expedient. Re claim 1 1 , the Examiner notes that the use of protective layers to cover magnetic 
card strips is well known and conventional, to protect the strip from wear/damage, and therefore 
is an obvious expedient. Re claim 12, the Examiner notes the card can be moved relative to a 
data processing station, such as when the card is placed in a data processing station to be 
processed. Re claims 13 and 14, the Examiner notes that as PCMCIA cards are generally 
understood to be portable, it is therefore obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that the data 
processing station be moved relative to the substrate or that both the substrate and data 
processing station could be moved relative to each other, such as is possible with portable 
devices, for example. Where the data processing station could be the system the PCMCIA card is 
inserted into, or a separate system, for example. Re claims 15-17; the limitations have been 
discussed above. The Examiner notes that the data processing system with station can be 
interpreted as the system the card is inserted into, for example. Re claim 18, though silent to a 
film, the Examiner notes that magnetic strips can be interpreted as films, and that such 
fields/films have an orientation (predetermined) to permit writing and reading to be able to be 
performed, without adding undue thickness to the card. Re claims 23, 24, the limitations have 
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been discussed above. Re claims 26-285 the Examiner notes that it is well known and 
conventional in the art that magnetic cards can include a plurality of magnetic stripes. One 
would have been motivated to do this for additional accounts, reducing improper orientation of 
the card since it can be read when inserted either way, or for backup/additional storage. Re 
claim 29, the use of a magnetic strip card with an integrated circuit chip is also well known and 
conventional in the art, so as to be able to be used by systems which still use the older strip 
technology, and those which use more security chip technology. Chip technology provides 
known security and space advantages. Re claims 66-71; the limitations have been discussed 
above. 

7. Claims 6, 12, 13, 14, 15-17, and 23-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Harrari et al., as discussed above. 

Re claim 6, Harrari et al. teaches the limitations above re claim 1. The Examiner notes 
that though silent, the card can be read by a separate processing station, as is conventional in the 
art for cards and their reading. Re claim 12, the Examiner notes that the card can be moved 
relative to a data processing station, when brought to a data processing station to be read. Re 
claims 13 and 14, the Examiner notes that as PCMCIA cards are generally understood to be 
portable, it is therefore obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that the data processing station 
be moved relative tot eh substrate or that both the substrate and data processing station could be 
moved relative to each other, such as is possible with portable devices, for example, Where the 
data processing station could be the system the mother/daughter card is inserted into, or a 
separate system, for example. Re claims 15-17; the limitations have been discussed above. The 
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Examiner notes that the data processing system with station can be interpreted as the system the 
card is inserted into, for example. Re claims 23-25; the limitations have been discussed above. 

8. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Okaya et ah, as 
discussed above, in view of Bloodworth (US 4,271,351), as cited in the previous Office Action. 

Re claim 18, the teachings of Okaya et al. have been discussed above, but Okaya et al. is 
silent to a thin film. 

Bloodworth teaches a magnetic film (26), interpreted as a thin film. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to combine the teachings of Okaya et al. with those of Bloodworth. 

One would have been motivated to combine the teachings of Okaya et al. with those of 
Bloodworth in order to provide a means to encode data without adding excess thickness to the 
card. 

9. Claims 29-36 and 72 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Okaya et al., as discussed above, in view of West et al. (US 5,714,474), as discussed in the 
previous Office Action. 

Re claims 29-36 and 72, the teachings of Okaya et al. have been discussed above. Okaya 
is silent to a transducer and related claim limitations. 

West et al. teaches such limitations (col 1, lines 39+), an inductive head/transducer, and a 
magnoresistive head (abstract). Though silent to a OMR and thin film head, the Examiner notes 
that such heads are also well known and conventional and an obvious expedient, for reliability 
when reading the strips. One would have been motivated to use such reading means based on 
system constraints, cost, and reliability factors. The mere claiming of alternative reading devices 
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for reading stored data cards are an obvious expedient, to reliably read a magnetic strip card, 
based upon system constraints, costs, expected results, etc. 

10. Claims 37-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Okaya et 
al., as discussed above, in view^ of Kenneth et al., as cited in the previous Office Action. 

Re claims 37-40; the teachings of Okaya et al. have been discussed above. 
Okaya et al. is silent to an oxide layer (claim 39). 
Kenneth teaches such limitations (col 1, liens 30+). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to combine the teachings of Okaya et al. invention of Kenneth et al. 

One would have been motivated to do this to provide a means for data storage (magnetic) 
that is conventional in the art and provides expected results. 

Though silent to the methods of forming the stripe, the Examiner notes that such methods 
are known and conventional in the art, and one would have been motivated to use such methods 
based on design/system constraints, costs, and other factors. Further, the Examiner notes that the 
method of forming a device is not germane to the device itself; and therefore is not given 
patentable weight, as the device teaches a magnetic structure which is capable of being formed 
by such knovm means. 

11. Claims 37-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Okaya et 
al., as discussed above, in view of Hasebe, as discussed in the previous Office Action. 

Re claims 37-40; the limitations of Okaya et al. have been discussed above. 
Okaya et al. is silent to sputtering (claim 37). 
Hasebe teaches such limitations (solution). 
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At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to combine the teachings of Godfrey with those of Hasebe. 

One would have been motivated to do this in order to deposit thing layers for magnetic 
storage. 

Though silent to other methods of forming the stripe, the examiner notes that such 
methods are well known and obvious expedients, as discussed above, and further, that the 
method of forming a device, is not germane to the patentability of the device itself 
12. Claims 34-36, 71, and 72 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Okaya et al., as discussed above, in view of Sedley, as discussed in the previous Office Action. 

Re Claims 34-36 and 70-72, the teachings of Okaya et al. have been discussed above. 

Okaya et al. is silent to isotropic/anisotropic materials. 

Sedley teaches such materials (col 10, lines 57+). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to combine the teachings of Okaya et al. with those of Sedley. 

One would have been motivated to do this to have suitable magnetic materials for reading 
and writing, with magnetic polarization in different directions so as to be processed by 
conventional technology (fields in orthogonal or parallel directions). 

Re claims 34-36, the Examiner notes that depending on the orientation of the card and the 
processing station (external for example), parallel, perpendicular, or acute orientation can occur. 
As fields are a known property, moving the substrate/card can result in different field orientation. 
Further, it is understood that anisotropic/isotropic materials can cause field orientations to be 
normal or even acute when places near stations, for example. Mere movement, further, can read 
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upon the claims, as they do not recite that such orientations occur when the card is actually read. 
Additionally, platinum is isotropic, and the selection of a material of known properties is an 
obvious expedient. The use of MR heads, also, is well know to read anisotropic strips, and 
therefore is an obvious expedient to produce expected results. 



13. Claims 4, 5, 9, and 19-22 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. Claims 73-76 are allowed. 

14. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 
The prior art of record fails to teach the structural relationship of the substrate re claim 4, 
magneto optical mediums re claim 9, the structure of the protect coating re claim 19 and that it's 
a magnetically encoded card re claim 73. 

Response to Arguments 

15. Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Allowable Subject Matter 



Conclusion 

16. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure (See PTO-892). 
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17. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Daniel I. Walsh whose telephone number is (571) 272-2409. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30-4:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael G. Lee can be reached on (571) 272-2398. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Daniel I Walsh 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2876 





